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INTRODUCTION
As the importance of second language (L2) writing ability has increased, the direct assessment of L2 writing proficiency has become a common practice. Previous studies have identified a variety of factors affecting L2 writing performance and assessment and have also shown that these factors interact with each other in complex ways (Weigle, 2002) . Of the various factors, it has been recognized that four components, i.e., the task, the writer, the scoring procedure, and the readers (raters), play a key role in the direct assessment of L2 writing (Hamp-Lyons, 1990) .
Valid and consistent ratings of different groups of raters is a major concern in assessing L2 writing. However, as the evaluation of L2 writing performance is often based on the judgment of raters, rater variability has been considered a serious source of constructirrelevant variance and a threat to the construct validity in L2 writing assessment (HampLyons, 2003; Knoch, 2011; Shi, 2001; Yang & Plakans, 2012) .
A majority of previous studies have explored rater variability in L2 writing assessment in relation to rating procedures, or rater background characteristics. Validity and reliability of performance assessment may be strongly influenced by task type, scoring criteria, and rater consistency, which can be potential problems with performance assessment (McNamara, 1995; Miller & Legg, 1993 ). Yet only a few studies have looked at the complex interaction between the task, the scoring procedure, and the rater in the assessment of L2 writing. The present study, therefore, aims to examine the rater, the rating scale, and the task as potential source of variability, and the interaction between these factors, in the direct assessment of L2 writing produced by Korean EFL university students.
LITERATURE REVIEW

Rater Variability
The language background of the rater as a native (NS) or non-native speaker (NNS) has been recognized as one source of rater variability in L2 writing performance assessment (Kim & Gennaro, 2012; Lee, 2009; O'Loughlin, 1994; Santos, 1988; Shi, 2001; Tajeddin & Alemi, 2014) . However, the influence of the rater's language background on assessing L2 writing has been a relatively under-researched area, and moreover, the findings of these studies are somewhat inconclusive.
In one line of study, research findings indicated that raters with different language backgrounds showed differences in assessing overall quality of L2 writing, exhibiting a different degree of severity in their ratings (Kim & Gennaro, 2012; Lee, 2009; O'Loughlin, 1994; Santos, 1988) . Some studies demonstrated that NNS raters were harsher in their ratings than NS counterparts (Kim & Gennaro, 2012; Santos, 1988) . In a recent study, Kim and Gennaro (2012) , for instance, investigated the difference between NS and NNS raters with a Rasch analysis. They compared eight NS and nine NNS raters in their ratings of 100 argumentative essays written by adult ESL students, and reported that NNS raters evaluated the essays more harshly than NS raters. Another finding of this study is that the severity of the NNS raters showed more divergence than for the NS raters. In contrast, other studies have reported inconsistent, contradictory findings, in which NS raters assessed the written essays more harshly than NNS raters (Lee, 2009; O'Loughlin, 1994) , or no significant differences were found in the scoring between NS and NNS rater groups (Connor-Linton, 1995; Johnson & Lim, 2009; Shi, 2001) .
Only a few studies have directly compared the ratings of NS and Korean NNS raters of writing samples obtained from Korean EFL students. In one such study, Lee (2009) examined the differences between five non-native EFL Korean and five native English speaking (NES) teachers' ratings of 420 English essays written by Korean college freshmen. In addition to the finding that NES raters were more stringent in overall essay ratings than Korean raters, it was also found that Korean raters exhibited lower reliability and awarded lower scores in the areas of grammar, sentence structure, and organization, while NES raters assigned lower scores for content area.
Another relevant line of research is concerned with the perceived gravity of specific features of essays or scoring rubric. Although inconsistent findings have been observed, the literature on this topic has shown that raters demonstrate significant differences in their focus on specific features of L2 writing as well as in their views on the importance of the various rating criteria, and display distinctive approaches to assessing L2 writing samples (Eckes, 2008; Vaughan, 1991) .
In one of these studies, O'Loughlin (1994) reported that holistic ratings of both NS and NNS raters were most affected by the two analytic criteria of arguments and evidence and organization. In another study, Connor-Linton (1995) found that Japanese NNS raters put more emphasis on accuracy, whereas NS raters focused more on intersentential discourse features when evaluating L2 writing. In a similar line, Cumming, Kantor, and Powers (2001) compared the two groups of raters in their assessment of the TOEFL essays and discovered that NS raters focused more on rhetoric and ideas than NNS counterparts, while NNS raters paid more attention to language features. They also reported that NS raters seemed to evaluate the essays with a balanced attention to both the features of rhetoric & ideas and the features of language. Shi's (2001) study also demonstrated that raters reached their final decision based on somewhat different criteria. Analysis of the two groups of raters' self-reported comments revealed that NS raters gave more positive comments toward content and language, while Chinese NNS raters offered more negative comments toward organization and length of the essays.
Rating Scale: Holistic vs. Analytic
Another important factor in L2 writing assessment is the rating scale that is employed. As the scoring rubric used in assessing L2 writing represents the construct being measured, the development and application of a rubric and rating scale descriptors clearly plays a key role in the validity of the L2 writing test (McNamara, 1996; Weigle, 2002) . Of the various assessment methods, the most commonly researched and used types are holistic and analytic scoring rubrics (Hamp-Lyons, 1991; Weigle, 2002) .
Holistic scoring method assigns a single score to a composition based on the overall impression, and has been widely used in both L1 and L2 formal writing assessment as well as research studies for its practicality (Weigle, 2002) . Previous studies have posited that it is faster and thus more cost-effective to read a text once and award a single score than to read it several times and give multiple scores along several aspects of the writing (HampLyons, 1995; Weigle, 2002) . Furthermore, the holistic method is claimed to simplify the rater training process (Carr, 2000) . Another advantage of holistic scoring comes from White (1984) , who argues that the holistic scoring method is more valid than the analytic scoring method, as it reflects most closely the authentic, personal reaction of a reader to a written text.
Several disadvantages to holistic scoring have also been documented. According to Hamp-Lyons (1995) , "the writing of second language English users is particularly likely to show varied performance on different traits, and if we do not score for these traits and report the scores, much information is lost" (p. 760). That is, holistic scoring is not informative about differing levels of quality on different writing traits and thus ignores potentially useful information about the writer's ability in these different areas. Another criticism of holistic scoring pertains to its correlation with relatively superficial characteristics of L2 writing such as text length and hand writing (Markham, 1976; Sloan & McGinnis, 1982) .
In analytic scoring, scripts are rated on several components of writing or criteria such as accuracy, cohesion, content, organization, word use, and register, rather than given a single score (Weigle, 2002) . The main advantage of analytic scoring over holistic scoring is that it provides useful diagnostic information, and thus allows teachers, researchers, and L2 learners to identify the strengths and weaknesses of students' L2 writing (Weigle, 2002) . In addition, analytic scoring is easier to understand and apply, as evidenced by its high reliability (Adams, 1981 , cited in Weir, 1990 Weigle, 2002) . Studies have shown that when the more detailed descriptors were used, rater reliability was substantially higher (Knoch, 2009) .
The major disadvantage associated with analytic scoring is that it is more timeconsuming, and therefore, costs more (Carr, 2000; Weigle, 2002) . Another drawback to analytic scoring is that when scores for the different components are combined to form a composite score, a large amount of the information obtained from the analytic scale is lost (Weigle, 2002) .
A substantial body of literature on rating scales for assessing L2 writing looked into different aspects of the rating scale or scoring rubric, which include reliability and validity of the rating scales (Knoch, 2007 (Knoch, , 2009 Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010 ). Yet the effect of different rating scales on the outcomes of L2 writing assessment has been relatively underexplored, and thus Weigle (2002) has called for more studies in this.
Task Type
Previous research findings suggest that raters vary in their ratings when they evaluate L2 compositions written on different task types (Weigle, 1994) . In a similar line, Hamp-Lyons (1991) argues that it is important to administer the tasks that are of approximately equal difficulty in order to make sure the writing performance is not affected or does not fluctuate by different task types. Task difficulty is often judged by scores given to the composition; that is, tasks that elicit lower essay scores are considered more difficult than those that elicit higher essay scores.
One of the factors affecting task difficulty includes the mode of discourse, which falls into the categories of narration, description, exposition, and argument (Quellmalz, Capell, & Chou, 1982; Weigle, 2002) . In an earlier study, Braddock, Lloyd-Jones and Schoer (1963) contended that mode of discourse has been largely ignored by composition researchers, in spite of the fact that it has more effect than variations in topic on the quality of writing. Research on the role of discourse mode has reported that discourse mode affects diverse features of L2 writing, which cover the quality scores awarded to L2 writing (Carrell & Conner, 1991; Pollitt & Hutchinson, 1987) , syntactic complexity (Sinclair, 1984; Yau & Belanger, 1984) , lexical complexity (Park, 2013a) , cohesive ties (Norment, 1984; Park, 2013b) , and linguistic accuracy (Foster & Skehan, 1996; Tarone & Parrish, 1988) .
A majority of the studies on the role of discourse mode have been carried out using narrative and argumentative modes, and the findings demonstrate that narrative writing tasks elicited higher ratings than argumentative writing tasks (Carrell & Conner, 1991; Crowhurst, 1990; Engelhard, Gordon, & Gabrielson, 1992; Pollitt & Hutchinson, 1987) . Studies also have shown that students produced shorter essays in argumentative mode than in narrative mode (Crowhurst, 1987; Freedman & Pringle, 1984) . Researchers argue that this discrepancy may come from the fact that the argumentative mode is considered to be more cognitively demanding than the narrative mode (Crowhurst, 1988 (Crowhurst, , 1990 Matsuhashi, 1981) .
Very few studies have investigated the relationship between the type of discourse mode and quality rating. In one of these studies, Hake (1986) examined two different discourse modes, i.e., narration and personal experience expository writing, and the findings illustrated that there seems to be an interaction between raters and the type of essay they were evaluating as evidenced by the observation that narrations were less likely to be "objectively graded" (p. 160). In another relevant study, Bouwer, Béguin, Sanders, and van den Bergh (2014) examined the effect of discourse mode on the generalizability of writing scores using four different discourse types. The results revealed that across raters and tasks of different discourse modes, only 10% of the variance in writing scores was associated with individual writing skill. Based on the findings, they argue that when writing scores are obtained through highly similar tasks, generalization across different discourse modes is not straightforward.
Despite the large amount of literature referenced above, much is still unknown about how L2 writing assessment is affected by various features of L2 writing. In addition, there has been a limited amount of research investigating multiple sources of variability and their interaction in L2 writing assessment. Therefore, this study compares the differences and similarities between the two rater groups (i.e., native English speaking raters (hereafter, NES) and Korean non-native English speaking raters (hereafter, KNES) in the direct assessment of L2 writing produced by Korean EFL university students. More specifically, this study aims to investigate whether these two groups of raters evaluate writing samples differently when using different rating criteria (holistic vs. analytic) and different task types (narrative vs. argumentative). The research questions for the study are as follows:
1. How do the two rater groups (NES & KNES) differ in their ratings of the two different writing tasks in applying the rating scale used to measure L2 writing ability based on holistic and analytic scoring rubrics? 2. How do the two rater groups (NES & KNES) differ in their ratings of the two different writing tasks in the perceived gravity of specific features of an analytic scoring rubric?
3. METHOD
Writing Samples
The writing samples were obtained from 78 Korean university EFL students including 51 males and 27 females, aged 18 to 27 years with an average age of 22.9 years. The English proficiency level of the students was self-reported and ranged from beginner to advanced. The participants from diverse fields of study were asked to write one narrative and one argumentative essay during regular class time, with a 30-minute time limit. The narrative task, adopted from the Personal Narrative Collection (Holly, n.d.) , required the participants to write about a memorable event. The argumentative task, on the other hand, was adopted from Hinkel (2009) and asked the participants to give opinions on whether people should choose their field of study based on personal interests or employment possibilities. Two different discourse modes were chosen, since discourse mode was considered to have more effect than variations in topic on the quality of writing (Braddock et al., 1963) . Of the diverse text types, narrative and argumentative tasks were selected based on the previous research findings, which demonstrated that formal persuasive writing is more cognitively demanding and requires more effort than personal narrative writing (Crowhurst, 1988 (Crowhurst, , 1990 Matsuhashi, 1981) .
Raters
A total of eight raters participated in the study: four NES and four KNES raters. Table 1 presents the description of eight raters' backgrounds. Seven raters were teaching English to students at high-school or university level in Korea and one NES rater (Rater 1) was teaching English to Japanese university students at the time of data collection. The mean length of teaching experience was 8.75 years.
Research Procedure
Both holistic and analytic scoring rubrics were used for assessing writing samples. For holistic scoring, scoring rubric from the TOEFL iBT test independent writing was employed (see Appendix A). The analytic scoring rubric was adapted from the Six Trait All eight raters were trained with sample essays for about 2 hours in order to minimize rater variability and to maximize interrater reliability. After the training session, essays were first holistically evaluated based on the raters' perceptions of overall essay quality on a scale of 0 through 5. With at least a one-week interval, each essay was rated by the same raters, using an analytical scoring rubric with each sub-category ranging between 0 and 5. A minimum one-week interval was set to minimize memorization effects and the influence of prior rating experience on the next stage of evaluation. That is, this was done to minimize the effect of previous holistic scoring experience on the analytic scoring.
The scores given by NES and KNES were compared to investigate whether the two groups of raters responded differently to students' writing. The interrater reliabilities of the holistic and analytic scores were assessed with Pearson correlation coefficients. Then correlations between scores from five analytic sub-criteria, analytic total scores and holistic scores were calculated using Polychoric and Pearson correlations to investigate the extent to which the holistic, analytic total, and analytic sub-criteria scores given by the same rater were similar or different. A multiple regression analysis was also conducted to determine the predictive power of individual areas of analytic scoring for holistic scores. The polychoric correlations were calculated using the version 2.13.1 of the R statistical environment (The R Foundation, 2011). Other statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS 12.0.1.
RESULTS
Interrater Reliability
Holistic scores
To investigate interrater agreement between the eight raters in two discourse modes, 1 Originally developed by the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL), the Six Trait Analytic Writing Rubric identifies and evaluates written essays on the following six dimensions: ideas & content, organization, voice, word choice, sentence fluency, and conventions. 2 The Analytic Scoring Rubric for CUNY Writing Samples includes five criteria: text and writing task, development of writer's ideas, structure of the response, language use I (sentences and word choice), and language use II (grammar, usage, mechanics).
interrater reliabilities of the holistic scores for each mode were calculated using Pearson's correlation coefficient. Table 2 shows that the interrater reliability between the eight raters for holistic scores in narrative essays (NE) was significant at p < .01. The Pearson correlation coefficient was highest between Raters 3 and 8 (r = .830) and lowest between Raters 3 and 7 (r = .582). In particular, Raters 5 and 7 showed relatively low correlations with four and six other raters respectively, exhibiting a modest correlation (r < 0.7). Note. All correlations are significant at p = .01. Table 3 demonstrates that interrater reliability between the eight raters for holistic scores in argumentative essays (AE) was also significant at the 0.01 level. The Pearson correlation coefficients range from .626 to .847. Raters 2, 5 and 7 showed relatively low interrater reliability, demonstrating modest correlations (r < .70) with at least three other raters.
Analytic scores
Interrater reliabilities for total analytic scores in both discourse modes were also calculated using Pearson's correlation coefficient. The total analytic score of each rater was based on the sum of the five sub-criteria scores. As each sub-criterion score ranges from 0 to 5 points, the total analytic score ranges from 0 to 25 points.
As seen in Table 4 , the correlations between the eight raters for total analytic scores in narrative writing are all significant at p < .01. The Pearson correlation coefficient was highest between Raters 5 and 7 (r = .864) and lowest between Raters 1 and 5 (r = .676). Rater 5 exhibited relatively low correlations with Raters 1 and 2 (r < .70). Table 5 presents the interrater reliability for total analytic scores for argumentative writing, which was also significant at the 0.01 level. The Pearson correlation coefficient was highest between Raters 4 and 8 (r = .880) and lowest between Raters 2 and 5 (r = .631). Raters 2, 5, and 7 showed relatively low correlations with (r < .70) with at least three other raters. The comparison of interrater reliability between holistic and total analytic scores reveals that the analytic scoring method produces a higher rate of interrater reliability than holistic scoring procedure across two task types. This finding supports previous studies (Hafner & Hafner, 2003; Hamp-Lyons, 1991; Weigle, 1998) , which demonstrated that analytic scoring yields higher reliability than holistic scoring. The researchers claimed that the reliability difference between the two scoring methods is related to how each score is calculated. In other words, in a holistic assessment, a single score from each rater is calculated. On the other hand, with analytic scoring, a composite score from each rater is calculated, adjusting for some disagreement between sub-criteria, and thus an analytic scoring method is more likely to achieve higher reliability than holistic scoring (Weigle, 1998) .
Another noteworthy finding is that KNES raters exhibited lower interrater reliability than NES counterparts, irrespective of task type and rating scale used. This finding is in accord with that of Lee (2009) , who reported that KNES raters displayed lower reliability than NES raters when assessing compositions written by Korean college students. Table 6 presents the descriptive statistics for the holistic scores given by eight raters for two different discourse modes. The mean score of eight raters was higher for the narrative (M = 2.61) than the argumentative mode (M = 2.43). A comparison between the mean scores given by the two rater groups for two different discourse modes revealed that both NES and KNES rater groups awarded higher holistic scores for narrative essays (M = 2.90 and M = 2.31) than for argumentative essays (M = 2.62 and M = 2.25), and yet the difference was larger for the NES group. These results are consistent with the findings of the previous studies (Freedman & Pringle, 1984; Kegley, 1986) , demonstrating that the quality of students' essays is affected by the type of task required in the assignments, and that narratives tend to have a higher rating than argumentative writing tasks.
Task and Rater Effects on Holistic Scores
Paired t-tests were employed to compare the difference across two modes in assigning holistic scores. As can be seen from Table 7 , paired t-tests revealed significant task effects in the NES rater group (p = .009), but no statistically significant task effects in the KNES rater group (p = .469) or in the total rater group (p = .063). The significant task effect for NES raters indicates that when the quality of the writing is assessed by NES raters with holistic rating, the quality of the students' essays is significantly affected by the type of discourse required in the given task.
In a comparison between the scores given by two rater groups, the NES group (M = 2.90, M = 2.62) gave higher holistic scores than did the KNES group (M = 2.31, M = 2.25).
These findings support the previous studies (e.g., Kim & Gennaro, 2012; Lee, 2009; Santos, 1988) that found NNS raters to be stricter than NS raters. These researchers explained their findings by referring to the considerable time and energy NNS evaluators had invested in learning a second or foreign language, which led them to attribute errors to the learners' lack of commitment. Indeed, the findings of the present study corroborated the rater effect. Table 8 summarizes the paired t-test between the two rater groups. The results of the paired t-test showed that the differences between two rater groups were found to be statistically significant (p < .001) in both narrative and argumentative modes.
Task and Rater Effects on Analytic Scores
4.3.1. Analytic mean scores Table 9 presents the descriptive statistics for the analytic mean scores given by eight raters for two different discourse types. The analytic mean scores were calculated by dividing the sum of the five sub-criteria scores by the number of sub-criteria. The results of the task effect on analytic scores are similar to the findings of the previous section (holistic scores). The mean analytic score of eight raters was higher for the narrative (M = 2.61) than the argumentative mode (M = 2.53). Both NES and KNES rater groups awarded slightly higher analytic scores for narrative essays (M = 2.82 and M = 2.41) than argumentative essays (M = 2.70 and M = 2.35), and the difference was greater for the NES group. However, the mean differences of the two discourse modes were smaller than for the holistic scores. Paired t-tests revealed no statistically significant difference in task effects for NES, KNES, or total rater groups. As with the rater group comparison of the holistic scores, a similar trend was observed in the analytic mean scores. On average, NES raters awarded higher scores (M = 2.82, M = 2.70) than did KNES raters (M = 2.41, M = 2.35) in both discourse modes, but the differences were smaller than for the holistic scores. Further analysis was conducted to determine if these differences were statistically significant. The results of paired t-tests 4.3.2. Five analytic sub-criteria scores Table 11 presents the means and standard deviations for five analytic sub-criteria scores given by eight raters in two discourse modes. The comparison of the mean analytic subscores between the two rater groups showed that on average, NES raters gave higher scores for four areas of sub-criteria (fluency/syntax, grammar, organization, and content/idea) in narrative than in argumentative mode, and the same scores for the criteria of word use in two discourse modes. However, KNES raters, on average, awarded higher scores for three sub-criteria i.e. fluency/syntax, organization, and content/idea in narrative rather than argumentative mode, while they assigned slightly lower scores for two sub-criteria including word use and grammar in narrative rather than argumentative mode.
Paired t-tests were conducted to investigate whether the task effect on the five subcriteria scores was significantly different. Table 12 displays a significant task effect was found in the sub-criterion of content/idea of the NES rater group (p = .005). No significant differences were found in four other sub-criteria of the NES raters or in all five sub-scores of the KNES raters. The significant task effect on the sub-criterion of content/idea among the NES raters may imply that for NES raters, this criterion is sensitive to the discourse type of the written essays. On the other hand, the non-significant discourse effects on four other sub-criteria for NES raters and five sub-criteria for KNES suggests that these subcriteria for corresponding rater groups are not affected by the modes of discourse. As shown in Table 11 , the NES rater group assigned higher scores than did the KNES raters for five analytic sub-criteria scores across two discourse modes. Paired t-tests were conducted to examine whether the five analytic sub-scores of two rater groups differed significantly from each other in the two discourse modes. As seen in Table 13 , the differences in all five analytic sub-scores between the two rater groups were statistically significant in both discourse modes. This finding is similar to the rater effect on holistic scores in both discourse modes. In narrative mode, the mean difference between the two rater groups was highest for the sub-score of fluency/syntax (Mean Difference = 1.86), followed by word use (Mean Difference = 1.85), and lowest for the sub-criterion of grammar (Mean Difference = 1.41). For the argumentative mode, the mean difference was highest for the sub-criterion of word use (Mean Difference = 1.76), followed by fluency/syntax (Mean Difference = 1.68), and lowest for content/idea (Mean Difference = 1.10).
Holistic vs. Analytic Scores
Correlation between holistic and analytic scores
Correlations were calculated between the ratings for the five sub-criteria of analytic scoring, analytic totals, and the holistic scores. Correlations between each rater's scores were calculated using Polychoric 3 correlation, since the holistic and analytic scores given by each rater were ordinal (i.e., 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5). Correlations between each rater group and the total group were calculated with Pearson's correlation because the mean scores of each rater group and all eight raters were not ordinal but continuous. Tables 14 and 15 indicates that the mean holistic scores of eight raters correlate substantially with the total analytic scores for both narrative (r = 0.983) and argumentative modes (r = 0.983). The correlation between holistic ratings and five analytic areas seems to indicate that, on average, both NES and KNES raters are well-balanced in taking into account all five sub-criteria when deciding the overall holistic rating for the two different discourse modes (r > .70). The strongest correlation for rating components between NES raters was found for content/idea in both narrative (r = .959) and argumentative (r = .950) writing. On the other hand, for KNES raters, the highest correlation was found for fluency/syntax (r = .965) in narrative, and for content/idea (r = .961) in argumentative mode. For the two rater groups, the correlation coefficient was lowest for the sub-criterion of grammar in the two modes (r = .888, r = .861). This may suggest that all eight raters gave relatively less weight to the grammatical errors when they decided the overall quality of the writing using the holistic scoring method, regardless of the type of discourse mode. A close look at each rater's correlation indicates that in narrative essay rating, Rater 3 showed a moderate correlation between holistic scores and analytic sub-criteria for grammar (r = 0.485) and word use (r = 0.626). This means that Rater 3 demonstrated a clear tendency to give less weight to grammar and word use features in narrative mode. On the other hand, for argumentative essay scoring, Raters 3 and 4 exhibited a moderate correlation between holistic scores and analytic sub-criteria for grammar (r = 0.442, r = 0.447), word use (r = 0.449, r = 0.697), and fluency/syntax (r = 0.549, r = 0.674); but overall, Rater 3 showed relatively weaker correlations than did Rater 4. These results indicate that in argumentative mode, while the other six raters were relatively wellbalanced in considering all five analytic sub-criteria when assigning holistic scores, Raters 3 and 4 seemed to give less weight to the sub-criteria of grammar, word use, and fluency/syntax. This may suggest that two NES raters with relatively short teaching experience (4 years) considered two aspects (organization and content/idea) as more important criteria when assessing essays with the holistic scoring method.
An examination of the correlation coefficients in
Multiple regression analysis
In order to obtain a clearer picture of the relative contribution and predictive power of individual areas of analytic scoring, multiple regression analysis was conducted. Table 16 presents the degree to which perceptions of overall writing quality (i.e., holistic scores) could be predicted from the score on each of subareas of analytic scores. The sub-criteria are ordered by rank on the basis of their importance or contribution to this prediction. The R-squared coefficients (in parentheses) indicate the amount of variance accounted for in the overall quality after a variable and all its preceding variables have been entered. These coefficients were arrived at using the forward selection procedure in multiple regression analysis. The final R-squared coefficients, when converted to percentages, indicate the total amount of variance accounted for when all five sub-scores enter the regression equation. As seen in Table 16 , the content/idea sub-criterion was the best predictor of holistic scores for NES raters in both discourse modes. On the other hand, for the KNES raters, the sub-criterion of fluency/syntax was the best predictor of holistic scores in narrative mode, and content/idea was the best predictor in argumentative mode. In other words, in narrative writing the most significant predictor was different between two groups, while in argumentative writing, the content/idea criterion was the best predictor for both groups.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The aim of this study was to investigate whether two groups of raters (NES and KNES) evaluate writing samples differently when using different rating scales (holistic vs. analytic) and different task types (narrative vs. argumentative). A number of conclusions can be derived from the study, which may shed light on the interaction between the rater, the rating scale, and the task type in the field of L2 writing assessment.
The comparison of interrater reliability between holistic and analytic total scores revealed that analytic scoring method produced a higher rate of interrater reliability than holistic scoring procedure across two task types. This finding is compatible with previous research (Hafner & Hafner, 2003; Hamp-Lyons, 1991; Weigle, 1998) , which demonstrated that analytic scoring yields higher reliability than holistic scoring. The comparison between two rater groups indicated that the scores given by two groups were statistically significantly different for both holistic and analytic ratings regardless of the task types investigated. In addition, the KNES teachers rated the essays more harshly overall than the NES teachers, and the KNES raters also exhibited lower interrater reliability than the NES counterparts, irrespective of task type and rating scale used. A multiple regression analysis of the five analytic sub-criteria revealed that the two rater groups demonstrated similar patterns in assessing argumentative essays, in that the content/idea sub-criterion was the best predictor, followed by fluency/syntax, and organization. On the other hand, for narrative essays, the relative influence of each analytic sub-criterion on overall writing quality (i.e., holistic scores) was different for the two rater groups. Based on the findings of the present study, several implications can be drawn. First, despite the fact that the number of years each rater had been teaching English in an EFL context differed (4 to 21 years), raters with the same language background showed similar patterns in their assessment of L2 writing. These findings highlight the need for rater training and more efficient scoring rubrics for rating procedures which include raters with different language backgrounds. As documented in previous studies, reliability of performance assessment can be improved by intensive rater training and clearly described scoring criteria (Dunbar, Koretz, & Hoover, 1991; Jang, 2011; Norris, Brown, Hudson, & Yoshioka, 1998; Stiggins, 1988) .
Another implication is that the specific task type (or types) employed in L2 writing assessment needs to be chosen carefully, as different task types elicit different types of rating behavior. This finding underscores the value of using multiple tasks, which already has been widely acclaimed by researchers of L2 writing assessment, since the use of multiple tasks is said to minimize threats to the validity of performance assessment (Messick, 1994; Miller & Legg, 1993; Norris et al., 1998) .
Although the present study provides valuable implications for L2 writing assessment, there are limitations inherent in the study. A major limitation involves the number of raters; the small number of raters in the study restricts the generalizability of the results. In particular, to some extent, the interpretation of the results may be limited by the unequal distribution of gender and ethnicity across raters. Although previous research on rater characteristics revealed mixed results with respect to the impact of rater's gender on the rating process (O'Loughlin, 2002; Reed & Cohen, 2001) , the fact that the majority of the raters were female may affect the validity of the study. In addition, the limited ethnicity of the raters in the present study may challenge the representativeness of the rater pool as ethnicity of raters, both native and non-native English speaking raters, may influence rater behavior. Therefore, future studies with a large number of raters and with a more balanced gender and ethnicity distribution are necessary to confirm the findings of the present study and to properly investigate the issue of rater background.
Another potential limitation relates to the number of tasks employed. In the present study, the effect of different task types was analyzed based on only two different tasks. As such, further study with more diverse task types is needed to clarify the role of different task type in L2 writing assessment. Moreover, as Weigle (2002) pointed out, it would be also useful to identify the source of differences between different task types in order to decide whether the differences in the scores given to different task types are related to observable differences in grammatical, lexical, or rhetorical features of written texts, or whether these differences are mainly associated with raters' use of different criteria in assigning scores to different task types.
APPENDIX A
Holistic Scoring Rubric
Score Task Description   5 An essay at this level largely accomplishes all of the following: ▪ effectively addresses the topic and task. ▪ is well organized and well developed, using clearly appropriate explanations, exemplifications, and/or details ▪ displays unity, progression and coherence ▪ displays consistent facility in the use of language, demonstrating syntactic variety, appropriate word choice, and idiomaticity, though it may have minor lexical or grammatical errors 4 ▪ addresses the topic and task well, though some points may not be fully elaborated ▪ is generally well organized and well developed, using appropriate and sufficient explanations, exemplifications, and/or details ▪ displays unity, progression, and coherence, though it may contain occasional redundancy, digression, or unclear connections ▪ displays facility in the use of language, demonstrating syntactic variety and range of vocabulary, though it will probably have occasional noticeable minor errors in structure, word form, or use of idiomatic language that do not interfere with meaning 3 ▪ addresses the topic and task using somewhat developed explanations, exemplifications, and/or details ▪ displays unity, progression, and coherence, though connection of ideas may be occasionally obscured ▪ may demonstrate inconsistent facility in sentence formation and word choice that may result in lack of clarity and occasionally obscure meaning ▪ may display accurate but limited range of syntactic structures and vocabulary. 2 ▪ limited development in response to the topic and task ▪ inadequate organization or connection of ideas ▪ inappropriate or insufficient exemplifications, explanations, or details to support or illustrate generalizations in response to the task ▪ a noticeable inappropriate choice of words or word forms ▪ an accumulation of errors in sentence structure and/or usage 1 ▪ serious disorganization or underdevelopment ▪ little or no detail, or irrelevant specifics, or questionable responsiveness to the task ▪ serious and frequent errors in sentence structure or usage 0 An essay at this level merely copies words from the topic, rejects the topic, or is otherwise not connected to the topic; is written in a foreign language, consists of key stroke characters, or is blank. 
APPENDIX B
Analytic Scoring Rubric
